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STATEMENT OF ISSUE 


Whether the Juvenile Court Judge's decision to place 
appellant in pretrial detention was supported by the facts 
in the record. 


STATEMENT OF WHETHER THIS CASE 
HAS PREVIOUSLY BEEN BEFORE THIS COURT 


This case was before this Court under the same name 
but under Misc. No. 3582. On that occasion appellant's 
Motion for an Expedited Appeal and for Release of Petitioner 
was granted in part and denied in part by Circuit Judge 
Wright and Senior Circuit Judge Pahy. This case has not 
been before this Court on any other occasion. 


REFERENCES AND RULINGS 


The transcript of an oral ruling by then Acting Chief 
Judge Ketcham of the District of Columbia Juvenile Court 
setting forth his reasons for appellant's pretrial detention 
was attached to appellant's Motion to Expedite Appeal and 
for Release of Petitioner. In the District of Columbia Court 


of Appeals, Associate Judge Nebeker wrote a statement as to 


why he voted to deny pretrial release. (In the Matter of 


Randolph Eowman, No. 5345 filed June 16, 1970.) 
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STATEMENT OF TEE CASE 


Randolph Bowman, a twelve year-old juvenile, was 
arrested on April 23, 1970. 

On April 27, 1970, a detention hearing was held before 
the Honorable Orman 7. Ketcham, then Acting Chief Judge of 
the Juvenile Court. Appellant's parents were present. 
Appellant was remanded to the custody of the Department of 
Public Welfare pending further hearings in the case. 

On Yay 19, 1979, a vrobable cause hearing was held. 

Judge Ketcham found probable cause and appellant was arraigned 
(initial hearing) on one charge of burglary II, ten charges 

of unauthorizeé use of a vehicle and two charges of destroying 
property, all arising out of the same incident. Appellant 
entered a plea of not guilty to all charges and demanded a 
jury trial. At this point appellant's counsel asked that 
appellant be released to his parents pending trial. The 
request was denied, but appellant was ordered transferred 

to a Youth Shelter Home pending trial. 

On May 28, 1970, an appeal of the pre-trial detention 
decision was taken to the District of Columbia Court of 
Avpeals. In a two to one decision, Judge Kelly dissenting, 
that Court affirmed appellant's detention. 

On June 18, 1970, appellant filed a petition for 
allowance of appeal in this Court. That petition was followed 
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by a "Motion to Expedite Appeal and for Release of 


Petitioner." On August 18, 1979, this Court granted the 
allowance of appeal, but denied appellant's release pending 
appeal. Appellant remains in detention at the Youth Shelter 


House awaiting trial. 
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STATEMENT OF FACTS 


Appellant Randolph Bowman is twelve years old and has 
lived in the District of Columbia with his parents all his 
life. Fe is a student in the sixth grade at Crummell School. 
Although he has ‘been truant from school, he has never been 
found involved in any law violation. He has never been 
under the jurisdiction of the Juvenile Court. 

Mr. and Mrs. Bowman presently live with their four 
other children in a house at 1816 Providence Street, N.=. 
Mr. Bowman has been employed for the past three years at 
the Sewer Operation Division. Mrs. Bowman is a housewife. 

On April 23, 1979, appellant was arrested by the 
police in connection with the theft and destruction of ten 
cars from a car dealer and damage caused by the drivers 
of the cars in Mount Olivet Cemetary. Testimony at the 
probable cause hearing showed that earlier that day someone 


had broken into a new car showroom and stolen ten cars. 


Appellant and another boy were arrested on the evening of 


April 19, 1979, when the three boys later charged were seen 
in a gas station buying gas. One of the stolen cars was 
across the street. Appellant and another boy were placed 
in a squad car from which six sets of car keys were later 
recovered. There was no testimony at the probable cause 
hearing that the keys had been identified as keys from the 


stolen cars. The police officer testified that appellant 


aan 


had been seen earlier that day in one of the stolen cars. 
One fingerprint taken from one car was identified as 
that belonging to another boy arrested. There was no 
evidence of any fingerprints of appellant in any cars. 

The evening of April 19th appellant was released 
by the police and ordered to return to the Youth Division 
for a follow-up investigation on April 23, 1970, with his 
parents. He did so and was placed under arrest and taken 
tothe Receiving Home pending a detention hearing. 

On April 27, 1970, at a detention hearing appellant 
was ordered detained. On May 19, 1970, following the 
probable cause and initial hearing, appellant was ordered 
continued in detention but transferred to a Youth Shelter 
House. In response to a request by counsel for the 
Court's reasons for continued detention, the Court said: 

1 | 

THE COURT: Forty thousand dollars worth of reasons, 
Mr. Duggan, plus the fact that I feel 
even though he has not previously been 
involved in trouble, I have found 
probable cause to indicate he participated 
in a very serious crime and Mrs. Ellison 
fan intake worker] has indicated he 
does not seem to be adequately supervised 
enough so as to be in school regularly. 


Therefore this creates an inherent 
danger this sort of thing migh occur again. 


Damage to the stolen cars allegedly amounted to $40,000. 
2 } 


A full transcript of this initial hearing is attached to 
appellant’s Motion to Expedite Appeal and for Release 
of Petitioner. 
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On June 16, 1979, the District of Columbia Court of 


Appeals affirmed the detention decision by a two-one margin, 
Associate Judge Kelly dissenting. Associate Judge Nebeker's 
statement as to why he voted to deny pretrial release 
relied upon an alleged confession made by appellant. 

Aprellant, on the strongest evidence 

availahle -- a virtual judicial confession -- 

has been found likely to be the proper 3 

subject of a serious and violent charge. 

Evidence of that alleged confession was not permitted 
at the probable cause hearing but was nevertheless presented 
to the District of Columbia Court of Appeals in the brief 
of the Corporation Counsel. Judge Nebeker also stated that 
the appellate court should defer to the “apparently 
reasonable decision of the trial court." 


This appeal followed. 


3 

Statement of Judge Nebeker as to why he voted to deny 
pretrial release, No. 5345; filed June 16, 1970; page 2. 
This statement does not purport to be the opinion of the 
majority. 
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ARGUMENT : 
THE DECISION OF THE JUVENILE COURT JUDGE TO 
PLACE APPELLANT IN PRETRIAL DETENTION “AS NOT 
SUPPORTED BY TZE RECORD 
Under 16 D.C. Code $2308 (a) the safety and protection 


of the public may he considered by the Juvenile Court Judge 


in determining whether a juvenile should be released to the 
4 


community or detained vending further hearing. | Assuming, 
arquendo, that this unique standard for pretrial detention 
5 ‘ 

of juveniles is not constitutionally deficient, appellant 
is being detained pretrial by its application. Referring 
to the pending charges, Acting Chief Judge Orman W. Xetcham 
concluded that there was “an inherent danger that this sort 
of thing might occur again.” 
SE SE I TET 

16 D.C. Code 2308 reads in pertinent part: Paragraphs (1), 
(2), and (3) of this subsection do not authorize the removal 
of the child from the custody of his parents unless his 
welfare and the safety and protection of the public cannot 
be adequately safeguarced without the removal. | 


The following serious questions present themselves: 


(1) A juvenile is denied equal protection of the law 
because under the Bail Reform Act, 18 U.S.C. 83146 et. seq. 
no adult could be detained pretrial for the poorecr ron 
of the public. 


(2) A juvenile is denied equal protection of the law 
because an adult has a right to bail in all non-capital cases. 


(3) The phrase "safety and protection of the public” 
in 16 D.C. Code 2308 is so vague as to constitute a denial 
of due process of law. 
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The phrasing of the statute cited above indicates a 
presumption that a juvenile is to be released to his parents 
unless other conditions cannot satisfy the requirements 
of the statute. This presumption of release is spelled 
out more fully in the Uniform Policy Position of Judges 


on Detention Criteria, 82: 


2. General Principle of Detention: 


Detention of juveniles, with or without work or 
school release, will be ordered only when shelter care 
will not satisfy the policy requirements; shelter 
care will be ordered only when ¢onditional release 
will not satisfy the policy requirements; and 
conditional release will be ordered only when 
unconditional release to parents will not satisfy 
the policy recuirements.6 


This presumption is clear in the Juvenile Court Act from 


16 D.C. Code 82316. 


(1) the child shall receive such care and guidance, 
preferably in his own home, as will serve 
his welfare and the best interests of the 
District; and 


the child's family ties shall be conserved 


ana strengthened whenever possible, and, except 
when his welfare or the safety and protection 


of the public cannot be adequately safeguarded 
without his removal, he may not be removed 
from the custody of his parents ... (emphasis added) 
The Juvenile Judge's conclusion that “this sort of thing 
might occur again" was not supported by the record. The 
Court's initial response to counsel's for appellant's request 
' for reasons was: “Forty thousand dollars worth of reasons ..." 


This conclusion that appellant was involved in the destruction 


6 
A complete copy of this is attached to appellant's brief in 
the D.C. Court of Appeals 
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of the ten cars and other nroperty was also not supported by 
the testimony at the probable cause hearing. There was no 
proof that appellant broke into the car dealer's, or that 
appellant was in or near any of the cars that caused the 
destruction in the cemetary. The only evidence linking 
appellant to the stolen cars was that he had been seen in 
one of the stolen cars. As this Court said in a similar 
situation in U.S. v. Alston, (No. 23,192 decided August 20, 
1969) where this Court reversed the District Court's 
determination that appellant be held on $5,000 boné and 
released hir. on conditional release: 
The District Court also referred to the 

"brazen act perpetrated in the instant case." 

This was a determination on an issue that was not 

noticed for hearing, a finding based solely on 

the clained testimony of two prosecution witnesses. 

No one may be confined on the ground that he has 

committed an offense when the determination is 

void of the protections that are the essentials 

of Anglo-American jurisprudence. slip op- Pg- 6 

In White v. U.S., 134 U.S. App. D.C. 14, 412 F.2d. 145 
(1968) the government claimed it had twelve eyewitnesses in 
a murder case, yet this Court noted the defendants “limited 
involvement" ana ordered the defendant conditionally 
released pending trial. 
The Juvenile Court Judge's prediction that appellant 

might be a danger to the public if released was also based 


on the conclusion that appellant lacked adequate supervision 


at home. This conclusion in turn was based on a report by 


by a social worker that appellant had been truant from school. 
No inquiry was made of appellant's parents who were present 
in Court as to what hours appellant kept, how often 
appellant ha@ missed school, whether appellant presented 

a discipline probler at home or what steps were being taken 
to remedy the truancy problem. Truancy may be one factor 
indicating poor supervision by parents, but the remedy 

need not be senaration of a son from his parents. Even 
though no other conditions of release were suggested by 
counsel, the Court should have considered such possibilities 
as reports at frequent intervals by the school authorities 
and by appellant's parents concerning his attendance at 
school. 

Though defense counsel no doubt could have suggested 
further conditions of release, the primary duty is on the 
judicial officer to inquire into alternatives to pretrial 
detention. Weaver v. U.S., 131 U.S. App. D.C. 388, 389, 

405 F.2d 353, 354 (19€8); Leathers v. U.S., 134 U.S. App. 
D.C. 38, 412 F.2d 169 (19659). 
In cases under the Bail Reform Act, this Court has often 


said that a judge should consider conditions of pretrial 


release before imposing a money bone. In fact, the Bail 


Reform Act itself so states. 18 U.S.C. $3146 (a) Leathers v. 
U.S., supra; Banks v. U.S., 134 U.S. App. D.C. 254, 414 
F.2d. 1150 (1969); Alston v. U.S., supra. This philosophy is 


carried over into the Uniform Policy Position of Judges 
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on Detention Criteria as quoted above. 

Without making these inquiries the Juvenile Court Judge 
was in no position to exercise meaningfully the broad expert 
discretion of the Juvenile Court Act. 

{The Juvenile CJourt is rightly vested with a 
broad range of discretion in light of its 
professional expertise. The essence of 
exvertise and discretion is an informed choice 
between alternatives. “hen the expert 
discretion of the Juvenile Court is exercised 
with knowledge of the salient facts, its 
exercise of discretion will not be disturbed 
absent clear abuse. But its wide range of 
discretion is not a license to be arbitrary, 
or to refuse to see, hear or sor on the facts. 
Creek v. Stone, 126 U.S. App. D.C. 329, 379 
F.2d 106, Lil (1967) (Emphasis added) — 
There was no opportunity here for the exercise of the judge's 
expertise for there was not enough information before him 
to make an informed choice. He failed to consider the 
alternatives to pretrial detention which would have just as 
equally protected the community. 

What the judge did, in fact, was to predict appellant's 
future dangerousness without an adequate basis for such a. 
prediction. Predicting future criminality is at best very 
difficult. To perceive a pattern of behavior, one should 
closely examine personality traits, family life, daily habits, 
physical and mental health and other facts of his life. 

The prognosis of dangerousness in man requires eiele 
an intimate knowledge of the individual and his 
milieu in such detail as to provide the observer 


with a reliable Se to anticipate pens 
or future behavior.7 


Ne orship-sraate essence again osha ye ptheceieatineeeene peace 
Melvin S. Heller, M.D., Dangerousness biagnosi and Disposition 
46 ¥.R-D. 577, S82 (1968) 
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The bare allecations of truancy and probable cause to 
believe appellant may have been involved in a crire involving 


substantial loss’ of property do not support the finding that 


the protection of the public requires appellant's pretrial 


detention. Those facts before the court do not overcome 
the strong presumption that a juvenile should not he 
separated from his parents. This presumption has special 
validity where both parents appear on two different 
occasions in court seeking the release of their son, where 
appellant's father has been employed steadily for three 
years, where appellant together with a myriad of relatives 
has lived in the District of Columbia all his life and where 
appellant has never previously been found guilty of any law 
violation. Mr. and Mrs. Bowman report that their son has 
never been in any serious disciplinary problems at school 
ana at home merits only an occasional spanking. 

The weight to be given this presumption of pretrial 
release is "considerable® as Judge Nebeker said in affirming 
appellant's detention in this case. However, Judge Nebeker 
felt that an appellate court could not reverse “even if (he) 
were to conclude that a reasonable decision could have been 
made the other way." The scope of review of an appellate 
court in questions of bail is broader than in other type 
cases. There are no questions of credibility of witnesses 


to be determined only by the lower court judge. In fact, 
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the D.C. Court of Appeals and this Court have all of the 
facts before them that the Juvenile Court Judge did. ‘hile 
an appellate court should vay some deference to the Cetermi- 
nation made by a lower court judge, where that determination 
is made with virtually no support in the record,’ it should 
not he allowed to stand. In White v. U.S., 134 U.S. App. 
D.C. 14, 412 F.2d 143 (1968) this Court ordered a defendant 
charged with a capital offense released on conditions noting 
that the bail determinations by a District ee 


"the deference they are due”. 


If Judge Nebeker believed as he implied that"a presump- 


tion of favoring pretrial release has not been given 
controlling sway", then he should have voted to reverse 
the decision of the Juvenile Court Judge. He cites Alien 
v. U.S., 128 U.S. App. D.C. 207, 386 F.2d. 634 (1967), but that 
case relies only on the standard of review set forth in 
Bail Reform Act that the lower court's bail determination 
should be “affirmed if supported by the proceedings below” 
18 U.S.C. §3147(b). In this case, the lower court's decision 
that “this sort of thing may occur again" was not supported 
by the facts hefore him. : 

In affirming appellant's detention Judge Nebeker relies 
on an alleged station house confession by the twelve-vear old 
appellant which was not even admitted into evidence at the 


probable cause hearing. The Police Department form 380 
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reciting the alleged confession was evidently available 

to the Corporation Counsel and its contents were repeated 
in its brief in the D.C. Court of Appeals. Although this 
same form 380 was before the Juvenile Court Judge, the 
record is perfectly clear that no extrajucicial statements 
by appellant were relied on either in finding probable cause 
or on the issue of pretrial detention. The unreliability 


of such statements--termed by Judge Nebeker a “virtual 


judicial confession" --- has long been recognized in 
8 


Juvenile Court. There was no evidence regarding the 
trustworthiness of this alleged confession in the record 
below. 

On this appeal from the D.C. Court of Appeals this Court 
has all the facts before it which were before the Juvenile 
Court Judge. Appellant submits that those facts do “not 
support the detention-~for over four months now---of 
appellant prior to trial. The justification for separating 
a twelve year ole boy from parents willing and anxious to 
provide supervision over him shoula be compelling. It may 
have a drastic affect on his relationship with his parents 
and could hardly be said to strengthen his family ties. 

16 D.c.Code §231¢- 


In the Matter of Four Youths,28-776-J, 28-778-J, 28-283-J, 


3B-850-3. Opinion by Ketcham, J. " .. the statements of 
adolescents under eighteen years of age who are arrested 
and charged with violations of the law are frequently 
untrustworthy and often distort the truth". 
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Under our constitutional system, the citizen 
has more than a revocable privilege to possess 
and rear his children. Under our theory of 
government there is recognized as inherent 

in the parent a right to maintain the custody 
and direct the upbringing and education of 
their own offspring. In Re Stuart, 79 App. 
D.C. 389, 396 (19490) 
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CONCLUSION 


Appellant prays this Court to reverse the decision of 
the D.C. Court of Appeals and release appellant to the 
custody of his parents vending final @isposition of these 
charges subject to some or all of the following conditions: 

1. That appellant attend school as required. 

2. That appellant be in the house every weekday 

evening by eight o'clock and on weekends by 

ten o'clock. 

That appellant's father or mother report weekly 
to Mrs. Ellison, a Juvenile Court Social worker, 


to assure compliance with the above conditions. 


Respectfully submitted, 


ames =. Dugg 

ublic Defender 

10 Sixth Street, N.¥. 
Vashington, D.C. 20001 
629-5292 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE : 
I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Brief has 
been mailed, postage prepaid to the Office of the Corporation 


Counsel, Appellate Section, he Building, 14th & E Streets, 


N.W., Washington, D.C., this day of Send , 1970. 
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
For The District Of Columbia Circuit 


No. 24,427 


In the Matter of: 


RANDOLPH BOWMAN 


Appeal From The District Of Columbia 
Court Of Appeals 


BRIEF FOR APPELLEE 


STATEMENT OF QUESTION PRESENTED 


Where there has been shown probable cause to believe that ap- 
pellant has committed serious offenses involving the destruction of 
thousands of dollars worth of property and where there is uncontradicted 
evidence that appellant is continually truant from school, did the 
Juvenile Court's order, placing appellant in a a Youth Shelter 


House pending trial, constitute a clear abuse of discretion? 


This case was previously before the Court under the same name 
but with the number Misc. 3582. This case has not been before the 


Court on any other occasion. 


COUNTER-STA TEMENT OF THE CASE 
——— ee Cao 


On May 4, 1970, a petition was filed in the Juvenile Court 
charging appellant with second degree burglary (D. C. Code (Supp. 
Til, 1970), § 22-1801(b) ), unauthorized use of a motor vehicle (D. C. 
Code (1967), § 22-2204), and destroying private property (D. C. Code 
(1967), § 22-403). (R. 13.) 

On May 19, 1970, the Juvenile Court held a probable cause 
hearing. In finding that there was probable cause to believe that appel- 
lant committed the crimes with which he was charged, the court noted 
that, when appellant and another youth named Eugene Robinson were 
arrested, they were across the street from some of the stolen cars and 
had gasoline cans in their possession; that Eugene Robinson's finger- 
prints were found on the mirror of one of the cars; and that, after ap- 
pellant and Eugene Robinson had been placed inside the police car, the 
arresting officer found inside the police car several keys that fitted 


some of the stolencars. (R. 14, 15-16.) 


At the conclusion of the hearing, the court found that there was 
probable cause to believe that appellant had committed the offenses 
charged. Appellant was arraigned, pleaded not guilty, and requested 
a jury trial. - Appellant then moved the court to release him pending 
trial. In this regard, a Mrs. Ellison (apparently appellant's social 
worker) stated that appellant "is awaiting hearing én two other com- 
plaints, one of them.a truancy complaint." Mrs. Ellison asserted 
that efforts by the school counselor to stem appellant's "continued" 
truancy have been to "no avail." (R. 16-17.) , 

The court denied the motion for release, stating that the-exis=. 
tence of probable cause to believe that appellant had committed the 
"very serious" offenses charged, coupled with his inadequate super - 
vision in the community, "creates an inherent danger this sort of thing 


might occur again" (R. 17). 


Appellant appealed to the District of Columbia Court of Appeals 


which, on June 16, 1970, affirmed the order denying pretrial release 
(R. 18-19). Thereafter, on August 18, 1970, this Court granted a 


petition for the allowance of an appeal. 


SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 


Congress and this Court have clearly established that the 
Juvenile Court may, prior to trial, detain a child charged with a law 
violation when the child's welfare and/or the protection of the public 
cannot otherwise be adequately safeguarded. In the instant case, the 
Juvenile Court found probable cause to believe that appellant had: com- 
mitted very serious criminal acts inyolving the unauthorized use of 
»umerous motor vehicles, destruction of these vehicles, and destruc- 
tion of numerous monuments and tombstones ina cemetery. There 
was also uncontradicted evidence that appellant was continually truant 
from school and that the efforts of school authorities to stem this 
truancy have been to no avail. 

Under these circumstances, the Juvenile Court, possessing, 
as it does, a broad range of discretion in the light of its professional 
expertise, clearly acted within that discretion in ordering that, for the 
welfare of appellant and the protection of the public, appellant be placed 
ina community Youth Shelter House pending trial, where he would re- 


ceive daily supervision. 


ARGUMENT 
Appellant has failed to demonstrate that the 
order detaining him pending trial consti- 
tutes a clear abuse of discretion. 

While enjoining the Juvenile Court to strengthen "the child's 
family ties’ whenever possible, the Congress has plainly authorized 
the detention of a child when his "welfare or the safety and protection 
of the public cannot be adequately safeguarded" without such detention. 
(D. C. Code (1967), § 16-2316(2}.) Fulwood v. Stone, 129 U. S. 
App. D. C. 314, 318, 394 F. 2d 939, 943. (1967); Creek v. Stone, 
126 U. S. App. D. C. 329, 334, 379 F. 2d 106, 111 (1967). 

And, as this Court observed in Creek v. Stone, supra, 126 
U. S. App. D. C. at 334, 379 F. 2d at 111, the Juvenile Court: 

* * * is rightly vested with a broad range 
of discretion in light of its professional expertise. 
The essence of expertise and discretion is an 
informed choice between alternatives. When 
the expert discretion of the Juvenile Court is 
exercised with knowledge of the salient facts, 
its exercise of discretion will not be disturbed 
absent clear abuse. * * * " 

In the instant case, the salient facts are: (1) = there is 
probable cause to believe that appellant had committed extremely 


serious violations of law involving extensive property damage, including 


the desecration of a cemetery and (2) that his continued truancy from 


school indicated that he could not be adequately supervised by either 


1 
his parents or school authorities. These salient facts clearly support 


the Juvenile Court's conclusion that appellant's welfare and the protec- 
tion of the public would best be served by placing him in a more 
closely supervised environment pending trial. 

It is important to note that the Juvenile Court's order neither 
removed appellant from the community nor separated him totally from 
his family home. Along with approximately 11 other boys, aged 8 to 
12, appellant currently lives at the Youth Shelter House at 1225 Har- 
vard Street, Northwest. Each day these youths participate in a com- 
prehensive program of supervised activities such as learn-to-swim 
and other recreational programs, informal educational programs, 
citizenship training, and activities sponsored by the D. C. Recreation 


Department's ‘Summer in the Parks" program. Weekend home 


1 tn this regard, it should be noted that, although appellant's 
parents were present at the probable cause hearing, they made no re- 
presentation that they could adequately supervise appellant if he were 
released to their full-time custody. And although appellant in his 
brief (p. 15) proposes a release program to this Court, appellant 
failed to propose any release program to the juvenile Court, a failure 
the Court has criticized. Fulwood v. Stone, supra, 129 U. S. App. 
D. C. at 319, 394 F. 2d at 944. 


visits are permitted for good behavior. “ Since his arrival at the 
Youth Shelter House, appellant, with the exception of 2 weekends, has 
spent every weekend at home with his family. Beginning September 
10, 1970, appellant will attend Hamilton Junior High School. S 

It is thus clear that the Juvenile Court did exercise "an in- 


formed choice between alternatives" (Creek v. Stone, supra), and that 


appellant has failed to demonstrate.a clear abuse of discretion. Ac- 


cordingly, the District of Columbia Court of Appeals did not err when 


it affirmed the Juvenile Court's action. 


2 See appended hereto excerpt from the 1969 Annual Report of 
the District of Columbia Department of Public Welfare, p. 29. 


3 This information was supplied by Mr. Robert Rhea, assistant 
administrator of the Harvard Street Youth Shelter House. 


CONCLUSION 
Upon the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the Court 


should affirm the judgment of the District of Columbia Court of Appeals. 


HUBERT B. PAIR, 
Acting Corporation Counsel, D. C. 


RICHARD W. BARTON, 
Assistant Corporation 
Counsel, D. C. 


LEO N. GORMAN, 
Assistant Corporation 
Counsel, D. C. 


Attorneys for Appellee, 
District Building, 
Washington, D. C. 20004 


September 15, 1970 


ANNUAL REPORT 
‘1969 


. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE 


* * * 
YOUTH GROUP HOMES (p. 29) 

As an alternative to detention in the Receiving Home, the District 
of Columbia operates five community-based halfway houses for children 
involved in delinquency in the Cardozo area of the inner city. The resi- 
dences are also alternatives to institutionalization at the Children's 
Center in Laurel, Maryland. 

Four shelter houses, three for boys, one for girls, provide resi- 
dential care and treatment for children with charges. pending against 
them who cannot live in their own homes and who appear to have the 
ability to remain out of further difficulty. They remain in residence 


until the charges are disposed of. Before the Youth Group Homes were 


established, most of these children would have been detained at the Re- 


ceiving Home. 

Children in the enetien houses attend public school, visit their 
own homes and are involved in many activities concted in the neighbor- 
hood or the greater community. Others are employed in regular jobs 
or are involved in training programs outside of the residences. 
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